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seems to me that the two former lines
should follow 614, where they were found by
Valla, the meaning being that the adminis-
tration of philtres to her husband by the
wife would be endurable if it did not finally
produce mania, as for example the hallucina-
tion that he is engaged like a Danaid in
filling sieves with water. The third line I
think should follow 617. It clearly refers
to the mad emperor Caligula, who turned
from a Roman monarch into a perfect Phala-
ris, and behaved for three years as such.
That the line is corrupt is indicated by the
variations in the MSS., quod for quo, rabidum
for rabidus, rostro for noslro, Phalari for
Phalarim, ede for de rege. I therefore pro-
pose to read quo<m> for quo, and recon-
struct the whole passage thus

tamen hoc tolerabile si non
semper aquam portes rimqsa ad dolia, semper
istud onus subeas ipsis manantibus urnis,
et furere incipias ut auunculus ille Neronis,
cui totam tremuli frontem Caesonia pulli
infudit. quae non faciet quod principis-

uxor,
quom rabidum hostro Phalarim de rege

dedisti 1

i.e. ' who will not do what you the emperor'*
wife did, when you made a mad despot of
our Roman monarch?' On dedisti =fecisti
I need only refer to Munro on Lucret. iv. 41.
I may note that cum with perf. indie, is not
unusual in Juvenal: see iii. 122. 195. vi.
421, 458, 542. vii. 83, 86.

S. G. OWEN.

A LAST WORD ON THE PROHIBITIVE IN TERENCE.

IN his article in the April number of the
Review, Professor Clement completely loses
sight of the only important point at issue
between us. I beg just enough space
to call it again into prominence.

Every one must admit that, if it can be
shown that ne feceris and cave feceris are
emotional and ne facias and cave facias
(generally speaking) commonplace, this fact
is well worth noting and forms indeed a very
important distinction, quite regardless of
what may or may not, be true of the
numerous other sorts of expression that have
(in spite of my protests) been dragged into
this controversy. Any one who will go
through Professor Clement's article on
Prohibitives in Terence, and exclude all
other expressions, leaving merely the
instances of these particular prohibitions
still classified in every instance exactly as
Clement himself classifies them, will find that
Professor Clement presents substantially the
same results that I myself presented in my
original paper. According to his own
classification, not one of the instances of
ne feceris or cave feceris, is distinctly a
commonplace prohibition, while on the other
hand, eleven out of the eighteen instances
of ne facias and cave facias are distinctly
commonplace in character—0 per cent, of
the perfect tense, 60 +per cent, of the
present tense. I showed in the March
number of the Review that Professor
Clement was clearly guilty of several mis-
interpretations and that the figures should
be 0 per cent, of the perfect and 80 per cent,

of the presemt. Judging from his complete
silence on the subject in his reply, he-
accepts my corrections. Whether he does
or not, it will be noticed that my claim is
completely and explicitly vindicated by its
most bitter opponent. The only reason why
he does not realize this fact is that he loses
himself in a mass of extraneous matter.

The allusions I claimed to have made
to unpublished collections in my possession,
which Professor Clement has been unable
to find after reading my Latin Prohibitive
' more than twenty times' are as follows:
p. 137, 11. 34-35; p. J140, 11. 6-7; p. 147V
•11. 31-32 ; p. 148,11. 21-22; p. 149,11. 23-24
(cf. p. 148 11. 27-29). Professor Clement
aims to give the impression (Am. Journ. Phil.
xxii. p. 94, table) that I said there are no-
instances of cave in Catullus, Horace, Vergil,
Tibullus, Propertius, or Ovid. As a matter
of fact I made no statement regarding any
one of these authors that could by any
amount of violence be distorted into such
an insinuation. Most of the passages
which Professor Clement accuses me of
having ignored were among my collections-
and were intentionally omitted for the reason
that they threw no light on the particular
question I was discussing. And the few
genuine cases of careless omission fortun-
ately do not affect the validity of my
conclusions.

As Professor Clement makes some serious
charges against me in addition to those con-
cerning the poets above mentioned, I must,
in justice to myself, call attention also to
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the real character of those charges. I take
for this purpose, as a fair sample, the most
serious charge of all, namely the one in-
volved in the following sentence near the
end of his article : ' When his {i.e., Elmer's)
list of perfects, which he believes to be " prac-
tically complete," lacksat least 11 examples
of ne or cave with the second -person
(Bennett and I have supplied that number),
his figures' on any subject are likely to be
regarded with grave suspicion.' Of these 11
(12 i) examples to which he refers, two
(Plaut. Vid. 83 and.91) were not found, at the
time when I was making my collections for
The Latin Prohibitive, even in those com-
plete editions of Plautus that contained the
fragments of the Vidularia (Studemund's
discussions and Winter's Fragmenta I had
not seen, nor have I yet seen Weise's last
edition of the fragments). Another, viz.
Plaut. Cist. 300 had not, as yet (with only
one exception, if I mistake not), been
embodied in the text of the editions of that
play. In another, Plaut. Pers. 572, the
reading regularly found in editions existing
at the time was Tie, si parseris, etc., (not ne
parseris, as since read by Goetz-Schoell and
Leo). In another, Plaut. True. 606 ne
responsis (Goetz-Schoell) is not, even yet,

the usual, or the accepted reading, nor has
it any manuscript authority. In another,
Plaut. Cas. 404, cave obiexis is a mere con-
jecture in a corrupt line (the MSS, have
neither cave nor obiexis). Another, Plaut.
True. 943 (933 in Ussing) was actually
given in my. list (p. 142), though the
printer's omission of 'True ' before 933
seems to make the line-number refer to the
preceding ' Pers.' Thus disappear 7 of
the alleged careless omissions.

Professor Clement has then convicted me
simply of having overlooked 5 (41) instances
(only one prior to Cicero) in my reading of
the more than ten thousand pages of Latin
from the earliest times down to the end of
the Augustan Age—one omission to two
thousand pages or more. He has discovered
these omissions by re-reading the authors ' in
most cases, from two to eight times,' as he
tells us. I have no desire to belittle the
importance of this achievement. I merely
venture to repeat a sentiment expressed in
my previous article, viz. that a critic who
makes such serious charges as Professor
Clement has made against a fellow-investi-
gator should be far more sure of his ground.

H. C. ELMBE.
Cornell University.

SOME POMPEIIAN MUSICAL INSTRUMENTS AND THE MODES OF
ARISTIDES QUINTILIANUS.

IN the Naples Museum there is a small
instrument, found at Pompeii in 1876, and
described in the official catalogue as ' Instru-
ment de musique k neuf tuyaux. II res-
semble a un orgue.' Little interest seems
to have been taken in this instrument,
which is passed over by Gevaert {La Musique
de I'Antiquiti, Vol. II. p. 301, Note) with
the single remark, ' Je n'ai remarque au
mus^e de Naples, parmi les nombreux debris
d'instruments pompeiens, qu'un seul frag-
ment de syringe.'

Of late years a second instrument has
been found at Pompeii, similar in every
respect to the above, but larger, and having
two additional pipes. For convenience I
will refer to these instruments as No. I. (the
earlier), and No. I I . (the later and larger
instrument).

No. II., of which a diagram accompanies
this article, being more decayed than No. I.,
has been laid out on a plaster frame in

exactly the condition in which it was found,
and is considered of sufficient importance to
be placed in a case by itself. The Museum
Authorities were kind enough to take its
measurements for me, and to give me per-
mission to photograph i t ; but owing to its
fragmentary condition it was found impos-
sible to place it in a suitable position for
photography without risk of serious injury.
I believe it to be some kind of portable
pneumatic organ, the mechanism of which,
being of leather and wood, has entirely
disappeared, leaving only the bronze pipes
and outer casing.

The three portions or plates, A, B, C, are
not joined, but were found in the position
shown in the diagram. Their ends are bent
back at a right angle to the depth of 14
millimetres. There is nothing to support
the pipes, which, if the instrument were
placed upright, would simply fall down
behind the plates. I believe them to have


